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Court Reporters Board of California

Part 1. Background and Overview of the Current Reglatory Program

Description and Responsibilities

The Court Reporters Board of California (Board)uleges the court
reporting profession through testing, licensing] disciplining court
reporters, who use the title designation Certiféddrthand Reporter (CSR),
commonly known as court reporters. Currently, tteeenearly 8,000 CSRs,
and approximately 3,500 belong to professional@asons.

A Brief History

Established in 1951 by the Legislature to protectsamers from
incompetent practitioners, the Certified ShorthRegborters Board, now
known as the Court Reporters Board of Californiagil), tests, licenses,
investigates and disciplines members of the caynonting profession. In
California, a person must be licensed to work eeparter in state courts or
as a deposition reporter.

Until the 1960s the Board allowed only certifie@ghand reporters to own
and operate companies offering court reportingisesv However, when no
statutory authority supporting that prohibition twbbe found, the practice
ceased, and in 1972, the Board began registerimghsimd reporting
corporations. That process was rescinded by Adydaib2743 (Chapter
1289, Statutes of 1992) when the Board decidedlieategistration
duplicated the filing required by the Secretanbtdte's Office, provided no
additional benefit or consumer protection, and a@sinnecessary expense
for businesses. Also in 1972, the Board's autherég expanded to give the
Board the ability to recognize court reporting smls@and to set minimum
curriculum standards for court reporting programs.

In the past, the Board also regulated the ratesl&mece reporters (those not
employed by courts) could charge. In a compromézkage with the
profession, the Legislature in 1981 deregulateddkes and created the
Transcript Reimbursement Fund (TRF), a special fuaid for by a portion
of the court reporters' licensing fees to be usagimburse CSRs for



transcripts produced for indigent litigants in tisases. To create the TRF,
licensing fees were initially increased from $4@mntwo years to $125 the
first year, and $60 the second year. Subsequéeh#yfees were increased to
$80 and CSRs currently pay an annual fee of $10@dAction of the

annual fee is anticipated. Under the program, thar® has paid more than $
5 million from the fund, which maintains a minimwmnual balance of
$300,000.

Prior to January 1, 1983, state courts had beeweatl to use non-certified
reporters if they could demonstrate that a cedifeporter was not
available. But, the Legislature outlawed that pcacand since then the use
of non-certified reporters in state courts has h@ehibited unless the
reporter was appointed to the position of officggorter prior to the January
1, 1983 date.

Board Composition

The Board is composed of five members, two of wlaoenlicensed CSRs
and three of whom are public members. The Goveappoints the two-
licensed member and one public member, while obég@member is
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly and anptii@ic member is
appointed by the Senate Rules Committee. Any $ieerwho has been
practicing for a minimum of five years is eligilitebe appointed to the
Board, but public members are prohibited from hg\iad any involvement
in the profession within five years of their apgaient. All serve four-year
terms, and may be reappointed for one additiomal.te

While attorneys, judges, and court administratorsrise the majority of
consumers of court reporting services, there inger a requirement that
any of the public members be from those fieldsl9i8 the Legislature
eliminated the requirement that public membersttmereeys or judges.
However, there has been an attorney on the Boadtbe last eight years.
There are currently no vacancies on the Boardlamtength of time to get
reappointments has ranged from 60 days to 18 months

Under Business & Professions Code (B&P), secti@@¥&nd 8008, the
Board has various powers and duties. Although the&r@ does not license
court reporting schools, in 1972 it was given atitiido specify a minimum
curriculum for court reporting schools.



The Board's legislative mandate is to protect Gali consumers by
ensuring that CSRs possess a minimum level of ctanpg, and by
disciplining licensees who do not meet their lagahdates. This mandate is
the basis of the Board's mission.

Board Functions and Operations

The Board operates according to the mission andrviatements indicated
below, as well as its goals and objectives:

"The Court Reporters Board of California's misg®to provide users of the
judicial system access, consumer education, ansuco@r protection
through quality assurance in the qualificationsfgrenance, and ethical
behavior of court reporters.”

Our vision is for judicial system consumers to keeffrom concerns relating
to the accuracy and timely delivery of transcripf$e are committed to
maintaining the highest standards of excellencautin:

» demonstration of competence through validatedrgsif diversified
applicants

» timely issuance of licenses to qualified applicants

» advancing licensees’ self-knowledge with changdgechnology and law

» impartially investigating and promptly resolvingpiations of regulations
or law

* incorporating changes in technology into our repuiaprogram after
those changes have been fairly assessed and detdrtnibe in the best
interest of the consumer.

The Board's general goals and objectives were dpedlas part of its
strategic planning. They include:

* increasing the frequency of court reporter examngfeater entry into
the marketplace

» providing more timely and relevant consumer edocati

* enhancing enforcement efforts

» formally reviewing transcript production standarasd



* analyzing the technological changes affecting thetaeporting
profession

Disciplinary matters, committee reports, legislatiticensing issues and
examination policies and procedures are considamddacted upon by the
Board at its meetings which are generally heldismes a year. As allowed
by the Bagley-Keene Open Meetings Act, executissisas are held to
discuss disciplinary matters, and when necessasynimation security
procedures or items. All other matters are disaligs¢he public session.

Disciplinary action taken in closed sessions iglishbd in the Board's
guarterly newsletter and the two state associgidnications, and sent to
the bar associations in each county when the aibnal. Information
concerning examinations is announced in open sessimt to schools in a
memorandum, and provided to exam applicants a®ppate.

Public participation is encouraged through theafsspecialized mailing
lists which are used to provide notice to the prin@nsumers of court
reporting services such as attorneys, bar assmegtcourt reporting
schools, licensees, and any persons indicatingtarest in the Board's
activities.

In addition to attending the six meetings, mosti8aaembers spend an
average of a half day per month studying issuet pae day every other
month participating in other functions such astsisd court reporting
schools, or to attend association meetings. Howdve time spent varies
when speaking engagements, writing articles, anticgzation in other
consumer outreach is required.

Board members receive per diem reimbursement catgs00 per day when
conducting Board business, as well as the usual ali@wances of up to
$79 per night for a hotel, $6 for breakfast, $10lfimch and $17 for dinner.
Members are reimbursed for travel expenses incuvield conducting
board business that has generally totaled apprasiyn®4,000 annually.

The Board produces an annual report to the DepattafedConsumer
Affairs,

which details the number of licensees, complathtgiplinary actions, and
outcomes, among other items. This is providedth¢oLiegislature and



members of the public to provide a resource foienging the
accomplishments of the Board.

Funding and Organization

The Board is completely funded by licensing andrexation feeollected
from applicants and licensees engaged in the ceparting professiorand
receives no monies from the state's General Fukithual average
operating budget is approximately $515,000 of whmehrly $235,000 is
allocated for personnel services. License renenthle Board's largest
source of revenue and accounts for more than $@6@bthe $854,725 FY
1999/00 anticipated revenues. The Board's curesnsc¢hedule is as
follows:

« exam applicant fee $40
* initial license fee $50 or $100
e annual license renewal fee $100

As required by law, a minimum of $300,000 of th&alk revenue is placed in
the TRF and the remainder supports the annual ppption, or is held in
the Board's reserve account.

Expenditure categories include examination, licegpsenforcement and
TRF costs. Enforcement is the largest expendaategory in the Board's
current budget at a net cost of $330,033 or 63gmtraf program
expenditures.

Revenue and expenditure categories by program coempdor the last four
years are provided as Appendix A. The documemisléa "Schedule of
Revenue Sources" and "Schedule of Expendituréadgram Component"
were interpreted using actual revenue and expaedincuments used in
preparing the Governor's budget over the last years.

A Board organizational chart with the applicablafflsassignments by
function is Appendix B. A detailed summary of gmsn titles, authorized
positions, and actual salary expenditures for #st four years is included
as Appendix C.



Licensure Requirements

The purpose of the Board's licensing program [@toect the welfare of
California consumers who are involved with the giali system. The Board
ensures that its licensees possess the skillskalittea necessary to properly
practice as competent court reporters. Licensesemewed annually in the
birth month of the licensees who must provide thame, address, license
number and a $100 payment to cover the renewalBegore issuing the
renewal, staff reviews the information provided kemany required
changes, verifies the proper fee, and issuesdbrde.

While licenses expire the last day of the holdaeirth month, there is a 30-
day grace period during which no delinquent perfaigg are charged. A
license may remain delinquent for up to three yahtke licensee is not
working as a CSR in California, and may be reneamdtime during that
period by completing the information and paying dmaual fee plus a
delinquent penalty of $50. However, if the licemsaot renewed during the
three year period, it cannot be renewed, restoesastated or reissued,
thereafter, according to section 8024.5 of the Bdele.

The following table provides a four-year historytoé Board's licensing
program:

Table 1. Licensing History

Licensing FY95/96 FY96/97 FY97/98 FY98/99
History

No. of 1016 951 949 728
Applicants

No. Licensed 4707 269 282 161
No. Denied 14 6 1 4
No. Active 7,733 7,886 7,892 7,919
No. Renewed 7,263*F 7,615** 7.610 7,758

*Incorrectly reported as 389 in DCA Annual Report.
**As previously reported, these figures included thio. (newly) licensed.

Out-of-state applicants are prohibited from praestjche court reporting
profession until they pass the California exam aradissued a license. The
Board does not recognize licenses from other cmstr

Inactive Licenses




The Board does not have an inactive license cajedbere were some 600
court reporters who were grandfathered into thégssion in 1951 when
regulation began. Only 16 of those remain actiwtary are included in
the renewal category. If an applicant completethallrequirements at a
recognized court reporting school or program, atmde to the exam would
only be denied if there is a criminal history pebl or failure to submit a
timely application.

Examination Requirements

The primary objective of this Board is to ensurat ficensees have at least a
minimum level of competency to make certain thattsconers receive

guality service, and as a result, proper judi@aiew. Examinations are
conducted in May in Northern California and in No&er in Southern
California. More than 300 applicants take the &asth time, but all must
meet certain requirements and minimum qualificaibafore being

admitted to the exam. The Board does not granprecity to any state or
country. Applicants for licensure as CSRs in Catifa must meet all of the
following requirements:

» 18 years of age or older;

* be a high school graduate or have the equivalent;

» successfully complete written examinations in Estglincluding
grammar, punctuation and vocabulary with a miningrade of 70
percent, plus a professional practice exam covéeigal terms, medical
terminology, and law with a minimum grade of 75qmet;

» successfully complete a practical exam involving téporting of
dictated material taken from an actual court orodémn proceeding,
which is read live at 200 words per minute for liButes by four
readers;

» successfully transcribe the designated 10-minutegpoof the exam
within a three-hour period, and achieve a minimuhd$ercent accuracy
rate.

In addition to meeting the above criteria, appltsanust qualify to sit for
the exam through one of five methods. Most appteguoalify to take the
CSR exam by completing a training program througkcagnized

California court reporting school. These programestypically 3-1/2 to 5



years, full-time, featuring Board-approved currgund include a required
apprenticeship-type, unpaid training for 50 holedulation 2411).

In addition, under B&P code section 8020 applicémtdicensure may meet
one of the following four methods of qualifying flccensure:

 verification of at least one year of work experiescbmitted on official
stationery of the employer(s)

 verification via a copy of the State Personnel Btsapass letter
indicating a passing grade on the California Stearing Reporters
examination

» copy of certificate of proficiency or merit frometNational Court
Reporters Association originally issued within thst five years

» copy of valid Certified Shorthand Reporters ceagéte or license from a
state other than California originally issued witline last five years.

Qualifying work experience is not required and seids completed under
the supervision of a licensed CSR, or other licdnefessional, as most
reporting assignments are conducted with one reportvarious remote
locations.

CSR applicants from another state can qualify ke the California exam by
having one year or more of experience, or a lic&mse certain other states.
While the National Court Reporters Association t@assidered a national
uniform model for licensure, primarily using Califea's law, none has been
developed or implemented as yet.

A variety of basic information is required from exapplicants as indicated
on the application form, submitted as Appendixrizjuding the nature and
length of any work experience that can be usedtabésh the minimum
one year of qualifying work experience. Level é&ochtion of educational
background is also requested as is informationrdagg court reporting
certificates from other organizations or statesl, @my criminal convictions.
Supporting documentation via copies of certificasegquired and work
experience must be verified on the official letesati of the employer.

In order to help prepare the applicants for theanging exam, the Board
provides a packet of information (Appendix E).dhtains instructions on
where, when, and what time the exam will be heddyall as what items to
bring, equipment and identification required, anavithe exam will be



conducted. The Board also sends applicants a giuidg, which includes
sample questions.

As the applications are received, the exam/licensoordinator reviews
them to make certain they are complete, the feelsded, and that the
applicant meets one of the four exam qualificatieethods. Fingerprint
cards provided by applicants are forwarded to tepadtment of Justice and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to determirtbefapplicant has been
convicted of any crimes either in California or atiger state. The
application also asks if the applicant has beaemBed in another state. If a
conviction has occurred, the applicant is requicedrovide copies of court
documents indicating the offense, the sentencevuather the terms have
been met. However, falsifying an application faehsure examination is
grounds for denial, suspension or revocation afenke in accordance with
sections 475, 480 and 8025 of the B&P Code. Ifgplieant uses an out-of-
state license to qualify for the California CSR mx&he exam/licensing
coordinator verifies the information by calling thiate agency that issued
the license.

In order to provide the best customer service péssihe coordinator
contacts the applicant by telephone to gather nggsiformation if the
application is incomplete. If the applicant apsdaarhave failed to meet the
gualification requirements, or there is a crimiisgue, the application is
referred to the Executive Officer for review and@c.

The Executive Officer will determine whether thekgant meets the
gualifications or not. If there is a suspicionmtication of criminal activity,
the Executive Officer may consult with legal courmerefer the matter to
the Division of Investigation for information or dementation. The
applicant is prohibited from taking the exam ifrdnés an unresolved
eligibility question or an ongoing investigation.

Exam applications are mailed approximately 80 gai@ to the testing date
and must be returned to the Board office at leastays before the exam
date. Over the last four years, the average tetwden application
submission and the exam date has been 35 to 45 ™agspplicants’ exam
schedules are mailed to them approximately two w@elor to the exam.

Results are mailed approximately six weeks afteretkam. If the applicant
passes, an original certificate fee of $100 andrapteted form are required



to be submitted within 120 days, whereupon thenBeenumber is issued.
The original certificate fee is reduced to $50i ticense will expire in less
than 180 days. In order to accommodate the suctdisensees, the Board
has historically provided the license number bggabne. This allows them
to begin work within two to three days after theaBbreceives their license
fees instead of waiting until the license actuallgves, which typically
takes six to eight weeks.

Examination Process

The practice of court reporting requires knowledfthe English language
and its rules, the law and judicial system, andathiéty to write fast and
accurately on the stenotype machine. These tlo@panents are covered
in the semi-annual CSR license examination.

The exam is based on a Validation Study performe®ER in 1995
(included as Appendix F) were completed in Novemb@885, and are
redesigned every five years in accordance with abexamination
validation procedures. The DCA’s OER conducted @upational analysis
for CSRs and the Board adopted the validation tegtats January 1996
meeting. The results of the DCA occupational anglgsovide the basis for
the CSR Test Plan. Currently, another occupatianalysis is planned,
pending approval of the BCP for FY 2000-2001.

The CSR exam is a three-part examination. ParEhglish, and Part Il is
Professional Practice, which consists of legal medical terminology as
well as knowledge of the law. Both are multiple ickeaype tests consisting
of 100 items each. Part Il is a practical demaigin of dictation and
transcription skills.

Prior to the exam, applicants are required to gl®wvo passport-style
photographs with their applications. One is attddioethe exam scheduling
notice that is returned to them before the exaime dther is attached to the
Board's file. At the test site, the proctor congsathe photo on the exam
scheduling notice to a second photo identificapogsented by the applicant,
such as a driver's license, as well as to theisijchyappearance.
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If there are discrepancies, the proctor resolvesahwith the applicant, but if
there is reason to believe the person attemptisg for the exam is not the
person in the photo, Board staff is notified. hé tstaff person present at the
site is unable to establish identity, the applicarstsked to leave until a
school representative known to the staff personbealocated to identify the
applicant. Each applicant is issued an identiftcatiumber which appears
on their exam scheduling notice and is then appbeall portions of that
applicant's exam in order to assure anonymity.

In written material sent prior to the exam and dgrhe oral instructions at
the actual exam site, all applicants are warnetthieaconsequences for
those cheating on the test are expulsion from xaeneand a fine up to
$10,000. This offense is a misdemeanor under B&&eCsection 123.

Throughout the test, proctors observe the candidatdlect and distribute
test booklets and act as continuous observersng§estdesigned to provide
enough space between candidates to deter copying.

Applicants have three years, or seven test cytdgsass all three parts of the
exam before they are required to take the entiagnexgain. They may take
or retake the unpassed portions every six morfhwging the three-year
period, they are required to take only the prewouspassed portions of the
exam.

Exam Design and Development

Items for the two multiple choice portions of theam are developed by
committees comprised of court reporters and scims@riuctors under the
guidance of the DCA's OER staff. The practicatation portion is
developed anew for each test cycle from actuaktiapt material taken in
depositions or court proceedings. Using the trapisoraterial modified by
the procedure outlined below, four live readersadecat the rate of 200
words per minute for 12-to-13 minutes. In additiorwriting the material
on their stenotype machines, examinees are requarednscribe the notes
of the last 10 minutes of the dictation within eet+hour period.

In order to ensure that the dictated material tsydavel, the Board uses the
following procedure:

11



» material collected from working reporters as pdssiést material is
reviewed to determine if it appears appropriata SR who is a current
or a former Board member who is familiar with thxam process;

» if the material appears appropriate, it is marke#5-word increments in
preparation for dictation, and syllables are codintecomply with the
Board policy of no less than 130 and no more tHshslllables in each
100 words. This ensures that all parts of the easof similar or equal
difficulty rather than very difficult in some spatsd very easy in others;
and

* the proposed test is read by the readers whileoheo CSRs who have
been licensed within the preceding 12 months, vhiéetest on their
stenotype machines. In addition, the readers,epénticipating CSRs
who write the pre-test, can suggest changes, as@ehether or not to
use the test at all, if it is too difficult, or t@asy. This process is
designed to ensure that the exam material repficatelevel of difficulty
anticipated by entry level reporters.

The two multiple-choice portions of the exam arsvagred on scantron
sheets and are graded by the DCA's OER. Boarfbgstafes the transcript
portion of the test.

Based on advice and direction from the OER, thedstad for passing the
exam is determined by Board policy and outlinedegulation. The results
are mailed to applicants from the Board's Sacrameffice, and are
provided by telephone one week following the mgilaf results to all
candidates, in order to provide customer servidas allows successful
candidates to enter the work force at the eantiessible moment.

Under B&P Code section 8023.5, applicants from iotioeintries may be
required to take an additional English examinatibthey come from a
country that is non-English speaking. Howeverapplicants have come
from such countries and thus have not been reqtoreake additional
English examinations for more than 15 years, ifeve

Fairness and security are the two major concerttgimdministration of the
CSR exam. The Board is exploring various methodxlafinistering the
exam, including replacing live readers with vidgat@r other methods
using emerging technology. The Board is developiiags to allow
applicants to take the skills portion using compaézl equipment as they do
in real practice. (See Part Il.)
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In the past, the Joint Committee has considereg@alsibility of issuing a
license based solely upon graduation from an agoreducational
institution in lieu of a state-administered exaHowever, the Board
believes this would not promote consumer protecioth could create
barriers for entrance into the reporting field hes=

* there would be no method of ensuring that schaadgates had
established the entry level knowledge, skills apititees to practice in a
safe and competent manner. Unlike the Board egauart reporting
school examinations are not based upon a job dasays validated test
plan.

» candidates who could not afford to attend a schomjram would be
prohibited from entering the profession, and

» if only school graduates were allowed to entegileility for those with
work experience, an out-of-state license, or afirRNCertificate would
also be excluded.

Court Reporting Schools

Under the authority of B&P code section 8027 antif@aia Code of
Regulations, section 2411, the Board has the atghor'recognize" or
approve court reporter training schools, but dagsancredit them.
Accreditation is a peer-review process to deterrantigerence to educational
standards promulgated by an accrediting organizatihich is recognized

by the U.S. Department of Education. While acdeditin is also the
gateway for admission to the federal financial@olgrams, the maintenance
of quality education is its primary purpose.

In 1996, the legislature passed a bill sponsoretthé&yBoard to ensure the
gualification of instructors at court reportingitiag schools. The process
includes site visits to support the desired outcar@ consists of a review
of school programs including:

e curriculum

» faculty qualifications and numbers
» facilities used, and

» student records

13



In addition, the program director completes a neaw manual, which is
reviewed by the Board's Executive Officer. He vesfthe information from
the school during the site visit, which also iné@adbservations of classes in
progress, as well as interviews with students andlfy staff. Student files
and records of satisfactory progress are checkadeasstructor
gualifications, recruiting materials, and claimsg®nted to students.

Visits can be conducted on a scheduled or unanmaubasis. Scheduled
visits are used to evaluate support for contineeggnition of programs that
comply with the respective law and regulationsaras of non-compliance
are found during a visit, the discrepancies aratiied and corrections are
discussed with the director. A reasonable timeotoect the deficiencies is
allowed.

Unannounced visits are made when the Board susiettsignificant
problems exist within a program. Consumer comggainformation or
evidence from the school or another state agengyspark the
unannounced visits, which allow the Executive Cffito observe the
program in its actual operating mode.

Like many other "recognized" training programs,raddation or approval

Is often granted by a number of agencies, whicloak at various areas of a
program. Federal accrediting agencies generafiyrencompliance with
federal regulations for the purpose of establiskingybility for federal

funds. Often this eligibility includes approval the Bureau for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education (BPPVE)rateeof defaulted
student loans, accounting records, and student leamg

The Board has been instrumental in promoting jprogram site visits with
the BPPVE, the Student Aid Commission, and occadljrthe accrediting
agency. Since Board, Council, and Commission e¢murs are
complimentary, each agency addresses critical patte educational
offering with minimal to no overlap. The proceasifitates the
identification of myriad areas of potential noncdiaupce.

While the Board ensures that California court régraraining programs
comply with statutes and regulations for recognitib has no authority to
review private accreditation standards to ensuatttiey are not
unreasonably restrictive or anti-competitive.

14



Recognized programs offer a course of instructnat is generally
completed in 42 to 60 months, or three and a bdii/e academic years.
Full-time and part-time programs are recognizediaoldide a minimum of:

e 215 hours of English

» 125 hours of Medical terminology, physiological arthtomical systems
* 175 hours of law and legal terminology

» court and deposition procedures

» ethics of the court reporting profession

* 60 hours of transcript preparation, and

* 50 hours of apprenticeship training

The purpose of the required academic educatiorappcenticeship is a
thorough preparation of the enrolled student talpoe verbatim records of
legal proceedings. The student must understand aaatomy and
physiology, legal terms and word derivations. Withthis foundation, the
student likely cannot grasp and understand whagiisg discussed during
the proceedings. The student who has extensivaubary and basic
scientific knowledge is better prepared to undesiand reproduce
verbatim the spoken word and therefore better @bbeovide an accurate
transcript for the consumer. Reporters must bewstety trained so they
can produce accurate records regarding virtuallysubject. This
requirement makes defining “entry-level” more ditfit than for most other
professions, especially because court reporterk without direct, on the
job, supervision.

Quality of Training

There is no question that there are many exceallamtt reporting schools
that provide a fine education. However, in the tast years the number of
schools has dropped dramatically due to severallyniieg enroliment of
students in the court reporting profession. Culydhtere are only 22 court
reporting schools in the state, down from 37 in4L9A addition, some of
these remaining schools are struggling to surviige @nrollments down by
approximately 2/3 over the last four years. TherBdeelieves, as do some
court reporting school faculty and administratéingt schools planning on
closing their doors may prematurely "qualify" stotseto take the CSR
exam to clear their enrollments before closure.aAssult, the premature
gualifying, and some of the training being provididthe court reporting

15



schools in California, may have been a factor enhigh failure rate on the
CSR test in the last two years. However, it isdbymeans the only suspect.
As discussed in Part Il of this report, prematuwralifying has been placed
on a list of several complex factors that have bdentified and analyzed as
potential suspects in CSR pass rate volatility.
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Court Reporters Board of California

Part 2. Board Response to Low Exam Pass Rate Issard
Proposed Recommendations

Issue #1:Provide an assessment of all of the possibleesaafthe low pass
rate for the CSR examination and make recommendatmimprove the
pass rate and education of shorthand reporters. d$s@ssment shall be
done in conjunction with schools providing counpoeting training
programs, the Bureau for Private Postsecondary ¥odational Education,
and the Office of Examination Resources. The Behall present a plan to
offer both the written and dictation portions oétlicensing examination
more than twice per year, and substantiate any ne@acrease the
examination fee.

Scope of Inquiry

Over the past 18-months, the Board has been wovkitingDr. Norman
Hertz and his staff at the Department of Consunfé&i’s’ Office of Exam
Resources (OER), administrators of court reporsicigpols in California,
and the Bureau of Private Post Secondary and \@wdtEducation
(BPPVE) to analyze and identify possible causdb®tow pass rate on the
CSR exam.

Official inquiry by the Joint Legislative Sunset\i®eaw Committee (Joint
Committee) and the Board began after the overah pate on the CSR exam
dropped below 30 percent on the May test in 199bamboth tests in 1997.
The rate then shot up to more than 45 percent v M&8 and plunged
again to slightly more than 18 percent on the Ndweni998 test. The rate
then soared to more than 56 percent on the May &288. The low pass
rate and its volatility have remained a concerrttierBoard, court reporting
schools, exam experts and the Joint Committee.
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As a result of discussions and meetings, a rese¢aach was assembled that
included Board Executive Officer Rick Black, Dr. itieof OER, Steven
Wittmann of the BPPVE, Ned Branch, director of Bry@ollege-San
Francisco, Jean Gonzalez, president of South @wAkdge of Court
Reporting in Anaheim, Donna Philp, program direabArgonaut Court
Reporting in Sacramento, and Kate McGuire, CRBGaultant. The team
pursued a variety of activities, including

» developing and administering a survey of exam tgker

* querying court reporting school administrators dlesnerging trends and
other issues affecting the training of court re@i;t

* interviewing court reporting firm owners and coadministrators about
the abilities of new CSR licensees, hiring prefessnfrom specific court
reporting schools, and whether current trainingqadély meets the
demands of the marketplace;

* analyzing Board pass rates from a variety of angidsding by fiscal
year, individual test, and each of the three segsnefrthe test;

* analyzing pass rates of other occupations withsskipe examinations;

* analyzing pass rates of the National Court Rep®Association, and
some other CSR states;

* interviewing executive officers at boards with kkiksts and volatility in
their pass rates about causes and remedies;

* interviewing NCRA officials about the volatility itheir pass rates,
causes and remedies;

» analyzing the administration of the CSR exam frammarous angles,
including the physical seating arrangements anthraccommodations;

* analyzing test writing methods, pre-test evaluapiorcesses, and post-
test evaluation processes, including item analysis;

» considering statistical impacts of grading struetur

* analyzing pass points and their origins;

» evaluating training methods and exam qualifyingcpecas at court
reporting schools;

 initiating a new job analysis to determine if cumtr&raining and testing
are keeping pace with the marketplace, and

» researching the feasibility of using new technatsgn the testing
process.

While complete results of all of the items and pot§ underway are not yet

available, it is already clear to the research tdanhthere are multiple

causes for the current decline in CSR exam pass.rat
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Assessing Possible Causes of Low CSR Exam Pass Rate

An Historical Look

As a first step in attempting to identify the pbésicause or causes of the
low CSR exam rate, the research team decided koabexam pass rate data
over time. The team believed that it could be berafto plot the

movement of pass rates over time to see if angpettcould be discovered.
And if patterns did emerge, what were the variables are they comparable
in any way to current circumstances.

Using data from the 1980s to the present, thera@dear patterns. See
Appendix G. However, several anomalies occurrectiwdid account for
some of the volatility during previous years. Frample, at one of the tests
in the mid-1980s, 111 of 500 applicants qualifiedake the test because
they held licenses in the states of Idaho or OkizdnAll 111 of those
applicants had been schooled in California, butleh unable to qualify at
their schools. So, they traveled to Idaho or Okiahavhere the testing
standards were very low, passed the tests, andnedt@ensed there. Of
those 111 applicants, only four passed the Caldogmam, and the impact
on the pass rate was enormous. The 111 out-ofigtatsees represented
almost 20 percent of the entire testing populasibtihat exam and had a pass
rate of 3.6 percent (four divided by 111). As autesf these massive
failures by applicants from Idaho and Oklahoma,Bbard voted to stop
accepting licensees from these two states. Howawewsther significant
anomalies were found that could shed light on tireenit low pass rate.
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A table indicating the number of examinees and patgsfor all candidates

and for first-time candidates over the last sixrgaa shown below.

Table 2 Exam Pass Rates

Month & Total Percent First-Time Percent

Year Examinees Pass Examinees Pass
Overall First-Time

1995

May 605 22.98% 173 34.10

November 591 51.61% 193 61.66
1996

May 425 44% 66 92.42

November 505 39.21% 199 41.71
1997

May 446 15.92% 180 18.89

November 477 14.05% 143 15.38
1998

May 472 44.92% 125 38.40

November 325 18.15% 122 23.77
1999

May 373 56.03% 127 56.69

As indicated by the above table, until 1997 thespages on the CSR exams
were near or above the 30 percent pass rate amehfinhe takers and
consistently so. While the Board creates a newfoestach exam, it has
followed essentially the same process for sevezatsy This sudden decline
has been a puzzle to the Board and the Joint Cdeevand has led the
research team to look in assorted directions tk ge€auses, as well as
possible remedies.
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A Comparative Look

As part of the search for causes, the researchég&amined the pass rates
on other skills type exams, and on the skills portf the Registered
Professional Reporter (RPR) test administered eyN#tional Court
Reporters Association (NCRA). Rates on CSR examssimne other states
were also reviewed. The objective of this inquirgsvto determine if these
exams had similar volatility in their pass ratele NCRA tests both
students and working reporters. The results orskilks portion for the
calendar years of 1997, 1998, and 1999 are showeitable below.

Table No. 3. RPR Pass Rates

Month & Year Reporters Students

1997 Percent Pass Percent Pass

May 42.5% 17.9%

November 34.7% 25%
1998

May 41.4% 18.6%

November 25.1% 4%
1999

May 38% 16.3%

As indicated, the pass rate for students on the 4R exam were
consistently lower than California examinees. Samiesults occurred on
other state CSR exams. Listed below are passoatessts in 1998 and 1999
in several states that responded to our requesiftmmation.
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Table No. 4.Pass Rates In Other States vs. California

Month & Year |CA lllinois lowa Michigan | Oregon | Texas

1998 Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent Percent | Percent

Pass Pass Pass Pass Pass Pass

January 8% 28%
February
March 9.52%
April 19% 7.5% 27%
May 52%
July 31%
August 12% 12%
September 41.66%
October 6% 44%
November 18.15%
December 14.5%

1999
January 21%
February 7%
March 26.3%
April 8.8% 10% 33%
May 54.96%
July 7% 8% 41%
August 6%

Like California, several states’ tests fluctuategghgicantly, and although

Texas experienced less volatility, three of seeststhad pass rates below
30 percent, and two were barely above 30 percermrdl, the other states
consistently had low pass rates the last two ydayain, this may be an
indication of the difficulty of administering skslitests, and California’s
volatility may be more typical than previously lesed.

The team’s research also showed that three oksimg at four boards under

the Department of Consumer Affairs did have soniatiliby in their exam
scores. The Acupuncture Board and the Veterinargidéd Board, which

also administers the Registered Veterinary Techniekams, experienced
drops in their pass rates on several occasions.
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In discussions with the executive officers at theaus boards, however, the
CRBC found that much of the volatility was tempgralt was primarily
attributed to two factors; first, the various baaothanged their scoring
method from a fixed pass point, as used by the CR&Gne using criterion
referencing, as recommended by OER. Second, thangecurve of the
evaluation committee members took time to stabivken the boards
changed their scoring method.

Unfortunately, during these discussions, no newassvere found that
could be possible contributing factors to the awiel pass rate. The
research team determined that a meaningful congpatesother boards or
examinations could not be made since each hasnsuaiqueness.

A Statistical Look

Dr. Hertz also pointed out that the method usezhtoulate the pass rates on
the CSR exams will statistically degrade the oveesé. Each of the three
segments in the test--English, Professional Pmacéind Dictation and
Transcription, are assigned a pass point. An oivexta is then calculated
using the results of all three parts of the exam.

Analysis also shows that the pass rates on thadbngihd Professional
Practice portions of the test have always beenab0Oyercent and have
been consistently above 70 percent. It is the Bartaand Transcription
(skills) portion of the exam that has historicgllysed the pass rate dilemma.
This appears to hold true in virtually all licengiprograms. As a result, the
research team focused primarily on that portiotheftest.

Reporter Education and Training
A Look at Court Reporting Schools

Even though the Board makes site visits to schimolerify that they

comply with all requirements, it has very limitegklority, primarily over
the minimum curriculum requirements. What is neeidegteater
coordination between the Board and the BPPVE, leeraigencies that have
approval authority over the school’s operationpeegglly community
colleges. However, over the last 18 months, the\BPRas been involved in
a major restructuring and reorganization due t@suand reassignment to
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the Department of Consumer Affairs. As a resulg gisits have not been
made.

Likewise, there appears to be a gap in the oversigtourt reporting
programs at public institutions. Typically, the Qoomity College
Chancellor’'s Office approves entire departmentssambols, but has not
coordinated visits with the Board. Neither they tier Western Association
of Schools and Colleges (WASC) do not look at sqmadrams like court
reporter training when they review a community egl. As a result, Board
visits coordinated with WASC are unrealistic.

But much is happening among the court reportingasishand programs.
Over the last four years, 14 court reporting proggan the state of
California have closed, which has had some negatipact on pass rates.
These business failures and program closures leauered many students
to transfer to other schools to complete theintray. In addition, some
school administrators believe that some of théngischools may have
“prematurely qualified” some students to take ttf&RGxam. Also, some
schools require only one qualifier while othersuieg two or more before
their students are sent to the CSR exam. Whilsttm#ent failure rate is an
area of concern for the BPPVE inspectors, as vgdiha BOARD, if schools
are planning to close down their court reportinggpams, action by either
agency could be moot, or could be too little tde far many students.

To determine if there was any negative impact adestts from schools with
programs scheduled for closure, the research teantified those schools
and compared their pass rates on the two 1997 etaathe overall pass rate
and the rate of schools with programs still opaatilhe results of those
calculations are shown below.

Table No. 5.Pass Rates Closed Schools/Programs vs. Viable
Schools/Programs - 1997

School Type May 1997 November 1997
Overall Rate 15.92% 14%

Viable Schools 17.44% 16%

Closed Schools 8.8% 6.97%

As the numbers above show, students from schoalsthibsequently closed
down, or were in the process of closing over tséflaur years, had a

24



significantly lower pass rate on both the 1997 exarhich had low pass

rates, than examinees from viable schools.

The research team also looked at how examineestfrertlosing schools
and programs performed on the November 1995 anifl#lye1999 exams,
when the overall pass rates were more than 50 pieiClee results are

shown below.

Table No. 6.Pass Rates Closed Schools/Programs vs. Viable
Schools/Programs - 1995 & 1999

School Type November 1995 May 1999
Overall Pass Rates 51.6% 54.96%
Viable Schools 53.2% 59.6%
Closed Schools 44.9% 39.5%

As table No. 6 indicates, even on the high pagssesams, students from the
schools that were closed or discontinuing theircmporting programs had
a lower pass rate than students at the viable &hbas information may
indicate that the overall training was not adequiere is or was
“premature qualifying” occurring, or some otherttas were affecting the
performance of these students on the exam. Howtheergsearch team has
been unable to identify which of these factorgny, had a detrimental
impact on pass rates.

A Look at Court Reporting Students

Administrators at most schools believe the studdém@siselves may be
unintentionally hurting their chances of passing @SR exam. Many of the
students today are single parents who are reqtorbd employed while
attending classes, preparing for the CSR exampanthging their families.
The time for practice and training is severely tadibecause there are so
many other demands. As a result, it is difficult tleem to focus on their
practice and preparation which means longer tinsehool and more
difficulty passing the exam.

In addition, the complexity of this skill set plagssignificant role. A

reporting student must first learn a new languaggghine shorthand
writing, then must build their writing speed to 0290 words per minute.
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Unlike any other profession, these students ddaweé the luxury of
hesitating to think, or to go back and have sometihepeated. They must
write every word they hear verbatim. It is like nimg in the Olympics every
time they write. Like athletes, they have to hawerieflexes, instincts, and
focus to take perfect notes in that 13 minutestarmoduce a transcript
with 50 or fewer errors to pass the exam.

In the real world, the judicial system relies oarthto hear the testimony
once, no matter how complicated, to write it veirband to transcribe it
correctly. These requirements are the reasons<dma pass point standard is
set at 97.5 percent, and why the exam is so stitessf

To the uninitiated, the CSR exam schedule allowimge hours to transcribe
10 minutes of testimony seems more than adequatd¢oBhe examinee, the
critical moments are those 13 minutes at 200 wpedsninute. During that
13 minutes, examinees are expected to hear eved; wate it correctly,

and identify which of the readers said it. Howevithe examinee fails to
hear and write the last 10 minutes of the 13 minidtation correctly, he or
she will be unable to produce an accurate trartsena will not have
another opportunity to take the CSR exam for sixtns.

New technology may also be implicated in the profsesome students
entering the court reporting profession have. Whthadvent of “realtime”
reporting and other technologies, more training thng longer time in
school are required. As in many fields, the inargasise of computer
technology has made the requisite skill set fortcaporters more complex.
Machine shorthand is essentially a phonetic syskeitihe past, when a court
reporter prepared the transcript by reading her slwarthand notes, it was
possible for her to determine the correct formafred-alike words--e.g.
sight, site, and cite--based on context.

Today, the court reporter is required to producsuianeous translation of
shorthand into English using computer-aided trapgson systems, and this
Is known as “realtime.” At present, these compsatestems are not capable
of distinguishing between homophones. As a reshtirthand theories have
become more complex and more difficult to mastarther, misstroked
words, similar to typist's typographical errors,ymweot be translatable by the
computer which has resulted in the need for an gveater level of mastery.
What was previously a 2-1/2 to 3 year commitmemo a 4-1/2 to 5 year
educational requirement.
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However, the Board understands that while the delsian students have
certainly increased over the last 10 years, magagintiple responsibilities
and learning new technologies would not be a nesnpmenon that would
account for the current low pass rates alone.

Board Testing Policies and Procedures
Analyzing the CSR Exam

Since fairness and consistency are the two fundeiheguirements of the
CSR exam, the research team analyzed the methedsasreate the tests.

Actual transcripts that were produced by licenste®) the basis for the
material used to test the applicants. But, pridhtotest, the four readers
replicate the exam process by reading the trarigorigne or two recent
CSR licensees. The CSRs actually write it on thkinotype machines, as
examinees will at the actual exam. Beginning whil May 1999 exam, the
Board added an additional step to the pretest psdog asking the CSRs to
read back their stenographic notes to determinediffiwult the test was to
write and if it is entry level. To improve the iaghility of this new step in the
pretest process, beginning with the November 19@@nethe Board will
seek three to five recently licensed CSRs to vihigepretest. In addition,
instead of just reading their notes back, they bglirequested to actually
transcribe their notes. This may provide a moreigte determination of
the level of difficulty. Examinees are not only deal on having the correct
words said by the correct speaker, but also ontpation of the text. The
Board believes these steps will help standardiegetel of difficulty and
reduce pass rate volatility.

In an evaluation of the pre-test process, the reedaam became aware that
the CSR exam itself may in large part be respoaddsi the low pass rates.
Dr. Hertz pointed out that the Board has to entuaeall the tests are
equally fair. Since the transcripts used for tistst@vere never the same type
each time (deposition or court proceeding), usédrént words, required
examinees to write numbers and dates, and thectubgerials varied
(murder trials, accident, or business cases, thiey) may not be equally
difficult for each test group. If the tests are aqually difficult, pass rates
would be inclined to be volatile.
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To test the level of difficulty among tests, thealBth asked Mary Balmages,
Department Co-Chair at Cerritos College of Coumpdteng, to conduct
detailed evaluations of the last four exams. Helerg suggests that the tests
used may not have been equally difficult. In aeletb the Board, Balmages
rated the tests on a scale of one to 10 with 1@gohie most difficult and

one being the least difficult. Her findings by tdate are as follows:

1997

May - Rate of Difficulty - 6

* many sign changes;

* many exchanges when introducing evidence,

» multisyllabic vocabulary stacked close together;
* long questions with short answers;

* too one-sided.

November- Rate of Difficulty - 7

» witness uses difficult vocabulary;

* syntax is stilted;

* many short interruptions;

« difficult fingering combination in the transitiondm word to word.

1998

May - Rate of Difficulty - 3

» Good mixture of colloquy and Q&A;
* interruptions were not too choppy;
* Dbalanced examination;

* good vocabulary.

November- Rate of Difficulty - 6

» bounced around too much between speakers;

» short, incomplete sentences with sign changes spdaker
identification difficult;

* t00O many proper names.

The findings appear to correlate with the fall gérall pass rates for the

1997 and 1998 tests. Results on the two 1997 (¥s13 percent and 14
percent) and the November 1998 exam (18.15 peraam® the three lowest
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since 1980. Of the four tests, only the May 1998spate was in the normal
range at 45.6 percent.

Dr. Hertz also suggested that without a post-tesiuation the Board would
not be as able to determine the uniformity of Xarmes. An evaluation after
the test would tell the Board why the examinedgdaiPost item analysis is
used with the two written portions of the examee svhich test questions
were too difficult and which were too easy. Typigalhe questions
identified as too difficult are removed before titmg the scores and
sending out the results.

Another primary concern expressed by Dr. Hertz the€07.5 percent pass
point, which he thought seemed to be an inordigdtrjh standard. At the
97.5 percent pass point, the examinees are allé@etrors.

As for the skills portion of the exam, only Nevadses the same 97.5
percent pass point. Virtually all other states a$& percent pass point.
Likewise, NCRA uses a 95 percent pass rate fdoassc test.

While the Board’s 97.5 percent pass rate may sedwe & high standard, 50
errors on the exam equals approximately five eperspage. Lowering the
pass rate from 97.5 percent to 95 percent wouldlédhhe number of
allowable errors from 50 to 100 which equals 1@msrper page. The
judicial system requires accurate records, notmmatly acceptable records,
and the Board continues to believe that consumetddnrind 10 errors on
every page of a transcript unacceptable. CSRs wdduped that kind of
product would not be able to meet the demandseofrthrketplace, even as
entry level reporters.

The Board has historically set the pass pointshferthree exams. As near as
can be determined, these pass points were seleased on the best testing
advice available prior to 1980.

Other Factors

Placement of the readers during the test may asodwontributing factor to
a higher failure rate among the examinees, acagtdisome school
administrators. The examinees must keep trackeoidiantity of each of the
four readers and their words in the simulated cproteeding. In a real
world setting, judges, defense attorneys, prosesatod witnesses have

29



assigned positions in the courtroom. Having theleeaplaced in positions
at odds with the setting in which the examineedraiaed may distract from
the rhythm required to reach the 200 words per teispeed on the exam.
As a result, the Board agreed to use the samengestiangement for the
four readers at each exam, and to notify the sshafdhe new arrangements
in advance. This change is expected to eliminagenoore cause for anxiety
among exam takers.

Other issues such as poor acoustics in the test veere cited by school
administrators as a possible contributor to a Igveess rate. However, the
Board conducts thorough sound checks of the syptemto each exam and
regards this possibility as a fairly remote conitds to the low pass rate.

Examinees at the May 1998 exam also gave theii@mrabout what they
believed might be contributing to the lower patesan a Board
administered survey. It was designed to find ouhatwmpact real-time
training was having on their speed during the exBEme. Board suspected
that realtime training might be increasing theidiflty of attaining the
required speed, which could be one of the caust#sedbwer pass rate.
Examinees were about equally divided. Of the 18@aading to the
guestion, 51 said they believe real time decretdsmdspeed, 17 said it
increased their speed, 39 said it had no impacbaedlidn’t know.

As explained earlier, to write realtime for compateaeporters have had to
change their writing style significantly. Since lteae requires every word
to be written the same way each time to provideamtaneous translation
using the computer-aided software, examinees ménebieating
momentarily to choose the correct homonym or wordhf With enough
hesitation, an examinee may make errors or gehdedmough during the
exam causes them to delete one or more words @r twetatch up.

As the Board long suspected, exam takers also adkdged in the survey
that there is a high level of fear and stress aatmtwith taking the CSR
exam as it is currently structured, as explainetiezaOf the 51 who added
comments to the survey, 17 asked for more freqiesiinhg. Having to wait
six months before being retested if they don’t ghasdirst time adds another
level of stress. They are aware that skills willji@ele over time unless they
continue to use them daily. Without being in schmrohctually working, it is
more difficult to maintain the requisite skill ldve
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If the Governor approves the Board's fee increasedaoently passed by the
Legislature, increasing the frequency of testinge English and
Professional Practice portions of the exam is elytpossible. Scheduling
more frequent dictation testing is more problemdafieating new exams for
each test transcript requires significant develagrtiene. New pre-test and
post-test procedures also need development anéinepitation time. In
addition, applicants are required to apply six veceéfore the exam date and
grading is not completed until six-to-eight weekerthe exam. Currently, a
six-month window to complete these processes isired, Nonetheless, the
Board is exploring ways to decrease these progessines and
accommodate more frequent testing.

Another key finding in the survey was how manyrakeees were in school
at the time of the test, how many were out, and lomg they had been out
of school before taking the test. Of the 204 tkaponded, 138 were in
school at the time of the test and 66 were noth®66 who had not been in
school, 55 had been out of school more than thiagims. Without the
practice and discipline the school setting providtas extremely difficult

for a student to maintain the speed and skills s&0g to pass the exam.

Recommendations for Improvements

As required by the Joint Committee, here are thar@e recommendations
to improve court reporter education:

Improving Court Reporter Education

1. Improving school oversight is a key elementpioving court reporter
education. Since the Board has only the authasitgtognize and approve
school programs, true oversight and approval ofgbei school operations is
in the hands of the BPPVE. The Board and BPPVE@anmently developing
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to jointly cantlsite visits,
review curriculumyeview labor market analysis, and work cooperajivel
ensure that private schools comply with BPPVE a@i\BD requirements.

Oversight of public schools, such as communityegsk, has also been a
concern and the Board has identified some gagwigudrrent process. As a
result, the Board recommends that a contract witbudside consultant,
such as John Peterson, former Assistant DirecttreoBPPVE when it was
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known as the Council for PPVE who is well-versedehool standards and
operations, would be appropriate and beneficial.

2. Work with BPPVE to develop a process to rateaok court reporting
schools to provide consumers with the ability tecdiminate among schools
and their ability to meet or exceed state requirgsle

3. Continue to work with BPPVE and the schoolsdwadop a process to
refine instructor qualifications and school insp&tiplans, and improve
curriculum.

4. Continue research on the possibility that socheals may have
prematurely qualified students for the CSR exard,ifso, design a method
to control the practice.

Since there may have been “premature qualifyinghgon at programs
slated for closure as indicated in Tables 5 antitBis report, the Board
decided to apply an expiration date on acceptindesits from schools that
plan to close, and voted to pursue adding an exmiradate requirement
through legislation in 2000.

Moreover, the Board will redesign its survey of mxaees to ask how many
gualifiers they were required to pass at their sthefore attempting the
exam, and how long it has been since they passeguiifier. If pass rates
for these students continue to be low, and the ¢dappropriate qualifying
Is determined to be a factor, the Board expecisoid with the industry and
testing experts to find an appropriate remedy.

Increasing the Exam Pass Rate

In addition to improving oversight of court repadiprograms at schools,
the Board believes there are important improvemiatisthe Board must
make to increase the pass rate on the CSR exany. ddne improvements
identified as a result of the research team’s tffare already underway.
Others will require increased resources and mare.t&till others require
more research and perhaps even a pilot programebifib implementation
can occur. Here are the recommendations the Badiel/bs will increase
the pass rates on the CSR exam, and/or minimizediadlity of the pass
rates.
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1. Offer the English and Professional Practiceipostof the exam on
computers each quarter at testing centers in nureédogations. The Board
has been exploring the use of computerized te&timger than anyone in
DCA, as Dr. Hertz will verify. However, the Boardisirrent $40 exam fee is
insufficient for the Board to participate in thengouterized testing program.
In each of the last three legislative sessionsBtherd sought fee increases,
but they were opposed by the previous Administratibowever, this year
the Legislature agreed with the Board’s requestpasded a fee increase
which is expected to be approved by the Governsra Aesult, the May
2000 exam is expected to be the last time the &mgind Professional
Practice will be a pencil and paper exam, anddketime that all three
portions of the exam will have to be taken at omet

2. Continue to schedule the Dictation and Trapsiom portion of the CSR
in May and November but offer the test simultangousNorthern and
Southern California via video conferencing. A ptlest using this method
will be conducted during the first half of 2000.dddition, the Board will
continue to search for ways to reduce the amouninef required to prepare
exams, process applications, and complete graditingte goal of offering
the Dictation/Transcription portion of the exantestst three times per year
and in more locations.

3. Seat the readers in a standard arrangemenden tar recreate a structure
that is familiar to the examinees. The new seatiiigoe implemented
beginning with the November 1999 test, and the clshimave already been
notified of the arrangement.

4. Ensure that there is one interruption on evagepto page and a half, but
not more than three per page in the transcrips Wil be implemented and
explained to schools prior to the November 199%exa

5. Redesign the test preparation process and exparte-test evaluation
to ensure that tests are more uniform in their eegf difficulty. The Board
plans to increase the number of pre-test evalufitoms one or two to five,
have them transcribe rather than read back natds;@npare the five
transcripts for errors. This process is expectduetonplemented with the
November 1999 exam.

6. Explore the feasibility of replacing the curréred pass points on each
portion of the tests with a criterion referencingthodology that allows
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adjustment of the pass point appropriate to thiecdify of each test. While
this is very appropriate for the English and Prsif@sal Practice exams, it
may not be appropriate for the skills portion & #xam. Given the nature of
this profession, the need for accuracy, the ingtf examinees to pause to
consider or reconsider their decisions, it is dalblatwhether using the
criterion referencing method would be in the bestrest of California
consumers. Unlike any other profession, court rigpeido not have the
luxury of hesitation, deliberation, or approximati€€SRs must write what
they hear accurately, immediately, the first tifileere is no instant replay.
The judicial system is predicated on consumersvegeaccurate
transcripts of legal proceedings and it is the Hizgob to ensure that court
reporters meet this minimum competency level.

As a result of the review of the Board’s testinggadures, OER has
recommended that pass points for the two writteswkadge tests--English
and Professional Practice--be determined usingexion referencing
method. Pending approval of its Budget Change Rag&CP), included as
Appendix H, which will provide the necessary funitiee Board expects to
implement the new scoring method. The additionatifuwill be used to find
experts in the field to review potential test itetmsletermine what
percentage of candidates would be expected toatlyranswer each
guestion. The numbers would then be tallied fohepestion, then divided
by the number of experts on the panel to asceatercentage for each
guestion. The totals for all the questions woukehtbe added and divided by
the number of questions on the exam, usually X00Qetermine the pass
point for that exam.

7. Establish a post-test evaluation process tesbd when grading begins
that will enable the Board to give examinees criédjiestionable items are
found during the evaluation. The results of thdwetsons will be shared
with the exam creators so that problem issues eaavbided on future tests.
Creation of this process may require a pilot proges it will require
recruitment of a group of evaluators, the desighdevelopment of
appropriate evaluation processes and procedurdsthar related activities.
As part of the process, a summary of the areagimsiexaminees were
weakest in, or failed to pass, could be shared satiools and instructors.

This process is very labor intensive, however, @thot be accomplished

with volunteers or within existing resources. A®ault, a BCP has been
submitted for the 2000-2001 fiscal year to inititites new process.
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8. Complete anadmplement the results of the job analysis with @féce of
Exam Resources that is currently planned, pendipgoxal of the 2000-
2001 BCP.

9. Continue to explore how new technologies candsel to improve not
only the test process, but also the applicatiocgss that may allow
gualified students to make application online. ddidon, research how the
Board may be able to use technology to decreasintldo score exam
transcripts and to notify applicants of their grade

10. Prior to each exam, conduct a sound test ofxhen rooms to determine
the quality of the acoustics and install additicsya¢akers for readers, if
necessary. The Board will also initiate a one @ twnute pre-test warm up
reading to allow examinees to hear the voices@efé¢aders prior to the
exam.

11. Continue to survey applicants at the examsdasure and adjust, if
necessary, the new testing methods.

Plan to Offer More Frequent Testing

As explained in the recommendations portion of temort, the Board has
developed and is in the process of implementina fo offer the CSR
exam as follows:

English and Professional Practice

» Computerized testing of these two portions of tkeneis scheduled to
begin in the fall and winter of 2000. The May 2@@&m will be the last
time the English and Professional Practice wilblggencil and paper
exam, and the last time that all three parts dexed at the same time.

» Test centers are currently located in Alameda,&aento, San Diego
and Diamond Bar in the Los Angeles area, and nevelocations are
anticipated by March 2000.

» As applicants are approved to take the exams, Bxtaffiwill forward a
list of eligible examinees to the exam vendor. Bosaff will then
forward the vendor’s toll-free telephone numbeapplicants who will
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call and be able to schedule their exams withiddys. The vendor will
then send applicants the needed information arty gfuides, which will
be developed in conjunction with the Board.

* On the day of the test, examinees will have thietupes taken at the
vendor’s test site, and that photo will appearhendcreen as the
examinee takes the tests.

* Initially, the exam will be offered quarterly atyatest center. The
frequency will be increased as the Board’s exarators build the bank
of items used on the tests, and as the numberaohieees increases to at
least 100 per test. If less than 100 examineesthakeest, the vendor
charges a $1,000 penalty. Since the number of eye@sitaking the test
has been declining over the last two years to anage of 170-180 every
six months, either the cost of the exam will inseeaas it is unlikely that
the 100 applicant minimum will be met each quarte¢he near future, or
the test will have to be used for more than threatirs.

» The cost the vendor charges for the first exambal$b33 and the second
will cost $26, if both tests are taken at the séime. However, if the 100
minimum is not met the cost of the test would iaseean additional $10
to cover the $1,000 penalty assessed by the vendor.

» Examinees will receive their grades immediatelshatend of the English
and Professional Practice exams.

Dictation/Transcription Exam

One possible method for offering the skills portairthe exam in multiple
locations and more frequently would involve usiognenunity colleges with
teleconferencing capabilities and computer laditees. Furthermore, the
use of this method would depend on whether thditfasiwere available to
the Board, were affordable, and would meet the sieéthe examinees. As
a result, the Board is exploring the possibilitiath the court reporting
schools, their students, and the community colleges

If the necessary criterion are met, the Board emvssoffering the test
simultaneously at one location in Northern Califarand at one location in
Southern California via video conferencing. We vebebntinue to offer the
test twice a year in Spring and Fall until reseanchmethods to reduce both
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the application processing time and the time toplete the grading system
is completed. The eventual goal would be to offeréxam in several
locations three times per year. Here’s how:

» Readers would be stationed at one site where tloeydwe videotaped
reading the dictation material. This phase coulddrge live, or in
advance. However, new security measures would teave developed if
the dictation is recorded in advance.

» Dictation readings would be telecast to up to fivedetermined
locations, depending upon the locations of thedsirgoncentration of
applicants.

» Examinees would watch the readers on a large scrager than live as
they do now, and would write the dictated matejuadt as they do now.

» At the end of the dictation, examinees would be@rdsd to the computer
lab to transcribe their stenographic notes intoirstgd transcript.

* The printed transcript would be turned in for gragijust as it is now.

This process would have several advantages irtitbaxam could be
offered in multiple locations reducing the numbgexaminees at each
location. Fewer examinees at each location willease security and
decrease the stress among the test takers. Titg tbilse computers to
transcribe their notes, rather than typewritersuagently required, would
also be a significant improvement for the examinees

Assuming discussions with several community cokegie favorable, the
Board plans to conduct a pilot program using théhoet of testing
described above during the first half of 2000. phet would be conducted
at two or three sites using volunteers from thd pbstudents who have
either taken the CSR exam recently, or who arBemualifying class at
their school. The results of the pilot would detgrathe next step. If it is
unsuccessful, a second pilot would be necessaityisisuccessful, a date to
conduct an actual CSR exam would be set.

If provided the necessary resources, the Boardddouiher build on this
process by releasing a Request for Proposal tondieie if there are vendors
that could develop an electronic method of scotiregexaminee transcripts.
If feasible, this would dramatically reduce thediihtakes to produce the
exam scores. Informal discussions with experteénscoring and
technology fields suggest that this is very comflakmay be achievable.
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Need to Increase Exam Fees

The Board formerly used volunteers to help crdatesemi-annual exams.
But since so many reporting programs have closedntimber of volunteers
available and willing to participate has declineghgicantly. At the
suggestion of the OER, the Board devised a plgrayoa small fee to those
individuals willing to work on the exam.

In the BCP submitted for the 2000-2001 fiscal ysae Appendix H), the
Board requested funds to pay for two complete cyebrh year for exam
writers and reviewers. The process will requireugof nine each to write,
review and set the pass point for the exam.

One committee would write test items, another waaldew those
guestions, and a third would score them. As recoma®e by OER, each
committee would have nine members meeting twicé gaar--once for
English and once for Professional Practice. The@@aproposing to pay
each committee member up to $200 per day plusltexpenses and per
diem for meals. The cost for this program is estaddo be approximately
$90,000 annually.

In the Omnibus bill passed by the Legislature agnjing before the
Governor, the Board is authorized to raise the efegto a maximum of
$75 per section, per administration. As a resudpgnees could pay $75
each for the English, Professional Practice, apdictation/Transcription
portions of the test each time they take them. H@neas explained earlier,
the new computerized English and Professional ieeapbrtions of the
exam will cost $33 for the first test and $26 foe second test taken at the
same time. However, these fees may increase by $5( each if the
minimum number of 100 examinees per test is naeaeld. The fee for the
Dictation/Transcription portion of the exam has yet been determined. It
will be based, in large part, on the fees the comtywcolleges charge the
Board for the use of their facilities.
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Part 3.
BACKGROUND PAPER FOR HEARING

COURT REPORTERS BOARD (CRB)

IDENTIFIED ISSUES, BACKGROUND CONCERNING ISSUES,
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND QUESTIONS FOR THE
BOARD

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEWS: The Joint Legislative Sunset Review Committee
(JLSRC) initially reviewed the California Court Refers Board (CRB or Board) four
years ago_(1995-96 At that time, the JLSRC recommended continuatibboth

licensure of certified shorthand reporters and adstration of the state’s licensing
program by the Board, rather than transferring @utthto the Department of Consumer
Affairs (Department). However, because of conceegarding several areas regulated
by CRB, including low passage rates on the BodicEsising exams and the quality of
educational preparation offered by court reporsolools, the JLSRC recommended that
the Board be re-reviewed in two years. This recemation was enacted by SB 2031
(Ayala, Chapter 1136 — Statutes of 1996)

The re-reviewof the Board took place during 1997-98. At thiaaet, the Department and
Administration were recommending elimination oftsthcensure of certified shorthand
reporters andhe Board - in favor of establishment of a priveetification program that
met specified criteria. Despite this fact, the BCSrecommended continuation of state
licensure and continuation of the Board as thenBogg agency, until July 1, 2001.
However, the JLSRC also recommended that the Be@alt to the JLSRC within three
years regarding its examination and education peavby court reporting schools. It
specifically recommended to the CRB to: (1) cotducassessment of all possible
causes for the low passage rate on its licensiagiex2) present that assessment
together with the Board’s recommendations for imprg the passage rate to the JLSRC;
(3) present a plan for providing both the writterd @lictation portions of the licensing
exam more than twice per year; and, (4) substant need to increase the
examination fee. These recommendations were ehbgt&B 1980 (Greene, Chapter
991 — Statutes of 1998) which required that ther@oeport to the JLSRC by October 1,
1999.

This currentreviewof the Board by the JLSRC is focused on the rgp@sented by the
Board regarding its licensing examinations, andohality of educational training being
received by students attending court reporting sisho
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CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES:

ISSUE #1. THE EXAMINATION PROVIDED BY THE BOARD TO
APPLICANTS FOR LICENSURE HAS A HISTORY OF BOTH
INCONSISTENT AND VERY LOW PASSAGE RATES.

BACKGROUND:

Quialifications necessary to become a Certified Shttrand Reporter (CSR).
Applicants for licensure as certified shorthandorégrs in California must meet all of
the following requirements:
= 18 years of age or older;
»= Be a high school graduate or have the equivalent;
= Successfully complete written examination€English, including grammar,
punctuation and vocabulary with a minimum gradé®percent, plus a
professional practice exam covering legal termgJioa terminology, and law
with a minimum grade of 75 percent;
= Successfully complete_a practical examinatiorolving the reporting of dictated
material taken from an actual court or depositioocpeding, which is read live at
200 words per minute for 13 minutes by four readers
= Successfully transcribe the designated 10-minutggpoof the exam within a
three-hour period, and achieve a minimum 97.5 per@ecuracy rate.

In addition to meeting the above criteria, appltsanust qualify to sit for the Certified
Shorthand Reporter examination through one ofrineghods. Most applicants qualify to
take the CSR exam by completing a training progitanmugh a recognized California
court reporting school. These programs are tylyi&l/2 to 5 years, full-time, featuring
Board-approved curricula, and include a requirgaraticeship-type, unpaid training for
50 hours (Board Regulation 16 CCR 2411).

Besides qualifying through attending a court repgrschool, licensure applicants may
gualify by one of the following four alternative theds:

= Verification of at least one year of work experierstcibmitted on official
stationery of the employer(s).

= Verification via a copy of the State Personnel Bisapass letter indicating a
passing grade on the California State Hearing Repoexamination.

= Copy of certificate of proficiency or merit frometNational Court Reporters
Association originally issued within the last fiyears.

= Copy of valid Certified Shorthand Reporters ceséife or license from a state
other than California originally issued within tlaest five years.

Qualifying work experience is not required and selds completed under the
supervision of a licensed certified shorthand reggqlCSR), or other licensed
professional, as most reporting assignments aréuxbed with one reporter in various
remote locations.
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CSR applicants from another state can qualify ke the California exam by having one
year or more of experience, or a license from aedther states. While the National
Court Reporters Association has considered a redtigniform model for licensure,
primarily using California's law, none has beenaleped or implemented as yet.

Description of the Certified Shorthand Reporter (C3R) Examination. The practice

of court reporting requires knowledge of the Erglenguage and its rules, the law and
judicial system, and the ability to write fast aaxturately on the stenotype machine.
These three components are covered in the semah@38R license examination. The
CSR exam is a thrggartexamination._Partis English, and Part I Professional
Practice, which consists of legal and medical teotuigy as well as knowledge of the
law. Both are multiple choice type tests consisoh@0o0 items each. Part i a

practical demonstration of dictation and transasipskills.

The practical dictation and transcription portisrdeveloped anew for each test cycle
from actual transcript material taken in deposgion court proceedings. Using the
transcript material modified by the procedure mettl below, four live readers dictate at
the rate of 200 words per minute for 12-t0-13 masutin addition to writing the material
on their stenotype machines, examinees are requirgdnscribe the notes of the last 10
minutes of the dictation within a three-hour period

The Board’s three licensing examinations (EnglisRi&fessional Practice written
exams, & practice/dictation skills exam) are cortdddwice a year — once in May in
Northern California and in November in Southernif@atia. More than 300 applicants
take the test each time, but all must meet cer&jnirements and minimum
qualifications before being admitted to the exaime Board does not grant reciprocity to
any state or country. Applicants have three yearseven test cycles, to pass all three
parts of the exam before they are required to tla&entire exam again. They may take
or retake portions of the exam they fail everymisnths. During the three-year period,
they are required to take only the previously thp@rtions of the exam.

The Department’s Office of Examination Resourcasgleted an occupational analysis
study for the Board’s licensing examinations on &mber 1995. The results of this
analysis were to be used as the basis for the eediiom program for CSRs. The Board
adopted the results of this study at its Janua®6 Ifeeting. (The Board indicates that
another occupational analysis is planned, pendapgoaal of a BCP for FY 2000/01.)

Problems with the current CSR examination identifiel by JLSRC and the Board.
Official inquiry by the JLSRC began after the ovigpass rate on the CSR examination
dropped to 22 percenh the May test in 1996, and to 16 peraamthe May test and 14
percenton the November test in 1997. (The rate shobutbtpercent in May 1998 and
then down to 18 percent in November 1998, and bado 56 percent in May 1999.)
Information provided by the Board showed that thesprates on the English and
Professional Practice portions of the test havagdvbeen above 60 percent and have
been consistently above 70 percent. It has beeDittation and Transcription (skills)
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portion of the exam that has historically posedghss rate dilemma. The Board
indicated that the low pass rate and its volathi&ye remained a concern for the Board,
as well as for court reporting schools, exam espand the Joint Committee.

The JLSRC recommended that the Board present @Gdhanittee by October 1, 1999
an assessment of all of the possible causes ddwhpass rate for its exam and make
recommendations on ways to improve the pass natewaether parts of the CSR
examination could be offered more often than tvaeeyear. It recommended that it
work with the Bureau of Private Postsecondary anda#ional Education (BPPVE),
court reporting school officials, and the Departtiee®ffice of Examination Resources
to identify the causes of low pass rates on the €&nination.

In response to this recommendation, the Board deeel a research team of
representatives of the groups and organizationgiomesd by the JLSRC. The team
gathered and analyzed information from a varietgafrces and concluded that the low
passage rate is due to a complex set of factarsidimg:
= lack of uniform difficulty on the three-part exam;
= insufficient “pre-testing” of the Dictation/Tranggtion portion of the exam;
= insufficient post-exam analysis;
= “premature” qualifying of candidates sitting foetkexam by some court reporting
schools (particularly those anticipating imminesahool closure);
» inadequate training at some court reporting schools
= stressful circumstances caused by first-time catdgltaking all three parts of the
CSR exam at the same sitting (and the 6 monthlveéire being able to take
another exam);
= lack of oversight at court reporting schools.

As a result of the findings made by the CRB, thafaand its research team made a
number of recommendations.

The Board has recommended taking the following aaiins to improve the passage
rate on its CSR examination:
= Offer the English and Professional Practice pogiofthe exam on computer each
guarter at testing centers in numerous locatioosrat the state.
= Continue to schedule the Dictation and Transcnippart of the CSR exam in May
and November, but offer it simultaneously both iorfiern and Southern
California via videoconferencing or other similachnology.
= Seat the dictation readers in standard courtro@tinggto recreate a location
structure that is familiar to most examinees wheehtaken qualifying exams in
CSR schools.
= Ensure that there is at least one interruptionvamnyepage to page and a half, but
not more than three interruptions per page in tb&agkd transcript in order to
clarify parameters
» Redesign the test preparation process and exparmrekest evaluation to ensure
that tests are more uniform in their degree oidifty.
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= Explore the feasibility of replacing the currentdd pass points on each of the
tests with a criterion referencing methodology thratvides for adjustment of a
pass point appropriate to the difficulty of eacét.te

= Establish a post-exam evaluation process to remogstionable items before
grading and to avoid problems on future exams.

= Complete and implement the results of the occupatianalysis planned by the
Department’s Office of Exam Resources — pendinga of the Board’s
2000/20001 BCP.

= Continue to explore the use of new technologiegreamline the exam
application and grading process, and the time tifynexaminees of exam results.

= Conduct a sound test of examination rooms pri@aich Dictation and
Transcription exam to test acoustics and instalitaahal loudspeakers if
necessary.

= Continue to survey examinees regarding exam prabbamd adjust new testing
methods if necessary.

= Offer the CSR exams more frequently than twicea Y& at least three times a
year) and offer the exam in more locations arouatif@nia.

QUESTION #1 FOR THE BOARD: What efforts has the Board made to review its
current examination and what recommendations doke Board have to improve its
passage rate? Does the Board plan to have an oatiopal analysis performed on this
test within the next year, since the last analysias conducted in November 1995?

ISSUE #2: COURT REPORTING SCHOOLS MAY NOT BE PROVIDING
THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF EDUCATION FOR THEIR
STUDENTS, AND MAY HAVE PREMATURELY QUALIFIED
STUDENTS TO SIT FOR THE BOARD’S EXAMINATION.

BACKGROUND:

Approval and oversight of court reporting schools ly the Board. Under Section 8027
of the Business and Professions Code, the Boarddrgroad authority to "recognize

or approve court reporter training schools. ltistissure the school is providing the
minimum prescribed course of study establishechbyBoard pursuant to Section 2411
of the California Code of Regulations, review gysgd curriculum, provide tentative
and final approval for recognition, or a noticedehial, and inspect and investigate
schools as necessary to carry out these requireméni996, the legislature also passed
a bill sponsored by the CRB to grant it responsibibr ensuring qualification of
instructors at court reporting training schools.

The Board has indicated that it will make schedwednannounced site visits to schools
to evaluate whether schools should receive condimeeognition and that they are
complying with the respective law and regulatioiiie process includes site visits to
review school programs including:
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e curriculum

» faculty qualifications and numbers
» facilities used, and

* student records

In addition, the director of a CSR program com@et@re-review manual, which is
reviewed by the Board's Executive Officer. The Enee Officer verifies the

information from the school during a site visit, ialihalso includes observations of
classes in progress, as well as interviews wittesits and faculty staff. Student files
and records of satisfactory progress are checkadeasstructor qualifications, recruiting
materials, and claims presented to students.

Recognized programs offer an extensive coursestfuction as required by the Board
that is generally completed in 42 to 60 monthghoge and a half to five academic years.
Full-time and part-time programs are recognizediaoldide a minimum of:

e 215 hours of English

» 125 hours of Medical terminology, physiological athtomical systems

* 175 hours of law and legal terminology

» court and deposition procedures

» ethics of the court reporting profession

* 60 hours of transcript preparation, and

* 50 hours of apprenticeship training

Problems with the education and training provided ly court reporting schools.The
Board basically identified threfactors regarding court reporting schools that imay
contributing to the low pass rate of its examinmatid he first involves the Board’s
limited oversight authority over schools, the second cmscthe impact of school
closures, and the third involves the ability ofdstats (or lack thereof) to pass the CSR
exam even if they complete the required courseunfys

1. Problems with CRB’s oversight responsibiliffhe Board indicated that it has very
limited authority to recognize and approve school programg that true oversight and
approval of private school operations is in thedsaof the Bureau for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education (BPPVE})ewise, there appears to be a gap
in the oversight of court reporting programs atlpuinstitutions, and that the
Chancellor’s Office will approve entire programdhim community colleges without
consulting with the Board.

2. Impact of court reporting school closurés the last four years, the number of
schools has dropped dramatically due to severallynieg enrollment of students in the
court reporting profession. Currently there arl/@2 court reporting schools in the
state, down from 37 in 1994. In addition, soméheke remaining schools are struggling
to survive with enrollments down by approximatel$ @ver the last four years. The
Board believes, as do some court reporting sclamllfy and administrators, that schools
planning on closing their doors may prematurelyaldy' students to take the CSR exam
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to clear their enrollments before closure. Assaltethe premature qualifying, and some
of the training being provided by the court repaytschools in California, may have been
a factor in the high failure rate on the CSR taghe last two years.

3. Ability of students (or lack thereof) to paks CSR examAs indicated by the Board,
administrators at most schools believe the studbetaselves may be unintentionally
hurting their chances of passing the CSR exam. yMéthe students today are single
parents who are required to be employed while ditgnclasses, preparing for the CSR
exam, and managing their families. The time focpca and training is severely limited
because there are so many other demands. As § resudlifficult for them to focus on
their practice and preparation which means longss tn school and more difficulty
passing the exam.

New technology may also be implicated in the protdesome students entering the court
reporting profession have, as explained by the @dafith the advent of “real-time”
reporting and other technologies, more training g longer time in school are
required. What was previously a 2-1/2 to 3 yearmament is now a 4-1/2 to 5 year
educational requirement.

However, the Board understands that while the delsyan students have certainly
increased over the last 10 years, managing multggeonsibilities and learning new
technologies would not be a new phenomenon thatdaamecount for the current low
pass rates alone.

In light of these factors, the Board made the follwving recommendations to improve
the quality of education at court reporter schools:
= Improve oversight at private schools and at pudiditools by contracting with a
knowledgeable consultant.
=  Work with the Bureau of Private Postsecondary anda¥onal Education
(BPPVE) of the Department of Consumer Affairs toalep of process to rate or
rank court reporting schools.
=  Work with the BPPVE to develop a process to reiirstructor qualifications,
school inspection plans, and improve curriculum.
= Continue researching the possibility that some slshmay have “prematurely
gualified” students to take the CSR exam.
Further, in response to the decline in the numbegporting schools and impending
closure of additional schools, the Board is seel@ggslationto specify that reporting
schools shall have two years to discontinue ohsp out its court reporting program —
which two years could be extended for two additiame-year periods for good cause.
For schools that are contemplating closure, thed@balieves that specifying a time
period in which a school would have to close itsgoam will assure that the school will
continue to offer all their students the entirertoeporting curriculum and not just a
portion thereof.

Although these three factors, as described by tteed may be contributing to the low
pass rate of the CSR examination, it is not cldativer the Board and its research team
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dealt directly with this issue, and what ultimagsponsibility the Board may have in
ensuring that students at these schools are ragdive appropriate training and
education necessary to pass the required staterataon, and whether their
recommendations will assure quality education aaiting of court reporter school
students in the future.

QUESTION #2 FOR THE BOARD: What efforts has the Board made to review the
quality of training and education provided by schsand ensure qualification of
instructors at court reporting schools. What recomendations does the Board have to
improve court reporter education? Does the Boarlibve that the number of court
reporting schools will continue to decrease andMiis cause future hardships for
students, candidates, and the judicial system? aB&explain exactly how mandating a
phase out time limit for schools will provide prati#on to the students and assurance
that students will receive a complete program oficdareporting training?

ISSUE #3: IT IS UNCLEAR WHAT DISTINCT AUTHORITY THE BOARD
HAS OVER COURT REPORTING SCHOOLS, AND WHAT
ACTION IT HAS TAKEN, WILL TAKE, OR CAN TAKE IF
PROBLEM AREAS ARE IDENTIFIED, OR NON-COMPLIANCE
WITH BOARD REQUIREMENTS ARE FOUND.

The current law authorizes the Board to carry ngpéctions (site visits) and
investigations as necessary to carry out its resipdiies duties regarding recognition of
court reporting schools. As indicated by the Bo#ndy will conduct site visits on a
scheduled or unannounced basis. Scheduled visitssad to evaluate support for
continued recognition of programs that comply witl respective law and regulations.
If areas of non-compliance are found during a vikit discrepancies are identified and
corrections are discussed with the director. Aoeable time to correct the deficiencies
is allowed. Unannounced visits are made when thed@suspects that significant
problems exist within a program. Consumer compdaimformation, or evidence from
the school or another state agency may spark thenounced visits, which allow the
Executive Officer to observe the program in itsuatbperating mode.

Like many other "recognized" training programs,raddation or approval is often
granted by a number of agencies, which all lookagibus areas of an educational
program. Federal accrediting agencies generafiyrencompliance with federal
regulations for the purpose of establishing eligipfor federal funds. Often this
eligibility includes approval by the Bureau for Wie Postsecondary and Vocational
Education (BPPVE), the rate of defaulted studean$p accounting records, and student
complaints.

According to the Board, it has been instrumentgromoting joint program site visits
with the BPPVE, the California Student Aid Commaissiand occasionally, an
accrediting agency. Since Board, Council, and Cawsion regulations are viewed as
complimentary, each agency addresses critical patte educational offering with
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minimal to no overlap. The process facilitatesitentification of myriad areas of
potential noncompliance.

Even though the Board makes site visits to schimolerify that they comply with all
requirements, it indicates that it has very limigaedhority, primarily over the minimum
curriculum requirements. The Board believes thatd should be greater coordination
between the Board and the BPPVE, or other agettwagfave approval authority over
the school’s operations, especially community gak (However, over the last 18
months, the BPPVE has been involved in a majoruetring and reorganization due to
its sunset as a state commission and its trarstletDepartment of Consumer Affairs as
a bureau. As a result, site visits have not beestema

Likewise, the Board believes there is a gap inaversight of court reporting programs at
public institutions. While the Community Collegé#&hcellor’'s Office approves entire
departments and schools, the Board states thategysrbval does not involve site visits
that are coordinated with the Board. Neither th@ncellor's Office, nor the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) lookmatll programs like court reporter
training when they review a community college, adoay to the Board. As a result, the
Board believes that site visits coordinated with 8{A\are unrealistic.

QUESTION #3 FOR THE BOARD: What has been the number of announced and
unannounced site visits by the Board each year oWer past two years. The number of
combined visits with BPPVE? Once approved, areipéic site visits made, and if so,
how often? What significant problems has the Boad#ntified (e.g.prematurely
qualifying students? What action has the Board &kif problems were identified, or
when there were areas of non-compliance? Should Buward relinquish its authority
over court reporting schools to BPPVE, and if nathy not? What agreements have
been reached with BPPVE to ensure that schools cmwith BPPVE and Board
requirements?

ISSUE #4: 1T IS UNCLEAR WHETHER THE BOARD WILL HAVE
SUFFICIENT FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
IT HAS MADE TO IMPROVE ITS EXAMINATION AND
OVERSIGHT OF EDUCATION PROVIDED BY COURT
REPORTING SCHOOLS.

BACKGROUND : In order to comply with the statutory mandatd thavaluate its
licensing exams and the quality of court reportdgcation, the Board put together a
research team of representatives from the BoaedBtieau of Private Postsecondary and
Vocational Education, court reporting schools, grelDepartment of Consumer Affairs’
Office of Examination Resources (OER). The resglevaluation has led the Board to
make a series of recommendations for improvingotesage rate on its examinations as
outlined in this paper.
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It appears that the Board’s current statutory autthand budget have enabled it to
implement some of these recommendations alreadly,others to be implemented as a
part of next year’'s exams. The Board receivedaiththis year through legislation to
raise its examination fee, to cover their costst@up75 per exam.) It is not clear how
many of the Board’s recommendations for improvencantbe accomplished within its
existing budgetary resources and what recommendatid! require that the Board
receive additional expenditure authorization fréva Legislature.

QUESTION #4 FOR THE BOARD: Will the Board have sufficient funds necessary
to implement all of the recommendations made inrigport, and has it taken the steps
necessary to obtain adequate funding, such as subng Budget Change Proposals?
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